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ABSTBACT 

This study is concerned with the integration, 
cohesiveness, and satisfaction of coaaunication processes vithin a 
large, coaplex organization, since saaller, less coaplez 
organizations are considered to have a higher degree of 
integrativeness, the increased size and coaplezity of an organization 
diainishes the integration of coaaunication processes and aakes thea 
aore difficult to aeasure. This study coapares individual 
integrativeness, cohesiveness, and satisfaction scores of 963 aeabers 
of a financial organization with a set of structural coaaunication 
and other variables. Coaaunication network roles as well as 
integrativeness scores were generated through a network analysis 
coaputer prograa developed at Hichigan State University. In addition, 
a regression analysis provides the linear and certain curvilinear 
relationships between integrativeness, cohesiveness, and satisfaction 
and a set of interrelated, independent variables. For organizations 
whose coaaunicatlcn control and decision aaking processes are largely 
disintegrated, the study suggests direct iaplications with regard to 
integrating those processes occurring aaong functionally distant or 
non-cohesive individuals and groups. (Author/BB) 
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Abstract 

Most oinganizational activities consist of ooniraunication flows. All of 
these flows are integrated in a caraiajnication network that my differ consider- 
ably from the ideal network reflecting the hierarchical structure. Such oomniu- 
nication networks give the organization its own dynamic characteristics. 

Ihis study is concerned with the integration, oohesiveness and satisfac- 
tion of conmunica* * on processes wtihin a large, coirplex organization. Since 
snaller, less ccii$>iex organizations are considered to have a hi^er degree of 
integrativeness, the increased size and complexity of an organization diminishes 
the integration of communication processes and nekes them more difficult to mea- 
sure. 

In this study, the author compares individual integrativeness, oohesive- 
ness and satisfaction scores of 963 members of a financial organization with a 
set of structural coinnunicaticxi and other variables. Communication network 
roles as well as integrativeness scores were generated throu^ a network analy- 
sis oonputer program developed at Michigan State University. In addition, a re- 
gression analysis provides the linear and certain curvilinear relationships be- 
tween integrativeness, oohesiveness and satisfaction and a set of interrelated, 
independent variables. 

For organizations whose conrounication control and decision making process- 
es ara largely disintegrated, the study suggests direct inplicaticns with regard 
to integrating these processes occurring among functionally distant or nan-cohe- 
sive individuals and groins* 
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Cbimunication, Integration and Satisfaction in a Oonplex Organization 

Eolf T. Wigand * 

The present study is concerned with the behavior of an organization as re- 
flected in ti^e activities, interrelations, performances and perceptions of al- 
most one thousand enplcyees. Ihe organization is a large East ooas t-based finan- 
cial institution with offices in most Western countries. The lueirbers of the 
organization which participated in this stucV constitute the nake-up of one de- 
partment wiliiin that organization. 

Ihis study was conducted to function as a diagjiosis of what exists in the 
organization rather than to test any specific set of propositions. The design 
of th2 study as well as the measure variables are viewed in the li^t of Stog- 
dill's (1959) formulation of role behavior and organizational adiievement. 
Stogdill proposes a developmental process of role structures and organizational 
nornB aiound task objectives vdiich tends to link si^rvisory leadership and emr 
ployee satisfaction to groip goals and cohesiveness . Cohesiveness of a group is 
defined by Stogdill (1959) as intermenber harmony and mutual sipport. The co- 
hesiveness of an entire orgjanizatLon is defined as menber loyalty to, and support 
of, the organization such that its structure and operational integrity under 
stress are maintained. 

Using Stogdill 's (1959) conceptual framework the author analyzes question- 
nedre data about the enqployees' communication contact practices wiliiin tiieir re- 
spective departnfint and various individual perceptions and attitudes about the 

* Ph.D. student, Michigan State University, Department of Oorantinication , 
East Lansing, Michigan. 
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organization as well as about the individuals thenselves. The oonrounication con- 
tact data (including various strvctural and role neasures) are used to see how 
these relate to measures of integration, oohesiveness and job satisfaction. 

Network role. Participation as well as involvement of employees in their 
work are frequently occurring topics in the literature concerned with the iirprove- 
ment of human perfbrronce and organizational effectiveness . Ihe interaction anong 
individuals who are members of an organization is oonsidered by many researxihers 
as a reflection and by some as a determinant of the organizational eir ironment, 
satisfaction-performance, as well as the employee's and management's d .tLtudes. 

Many considerably varying approaches have been taken with regard w partici- 
pation of enployees in the organization. Since this study enphasizes uie rela- 
tionship of comnunication behavior to various other variables, participation is 
viewed as it is reflected in the communication patterns of eiiployees. 

Weber (1967), Katz and Kahn (1966), Etzioni (1961), and March and Sinon 
(1958) indicate that liie flew of coimnunication in fbniHl organizations is gener- 
ally e^^cted to reflect the authority structure of the organization. A study by 
Weinshall (1966) as well as a number of olher researchers indicate that oommurd- 
cation does not follcw the prescribed paths suggested by -die orgnization chart of 
ihe or^ganization. These studies suggest that different methoctological classifica- 
tions were necessary wheii analyzing the communication patterns of individuals 
within an organization or network. 

A different approach is taken by a nuirber of researchers that view the organ- 
izational caimunication patterns in form of a system. Ihe system or network will 
have carponents and cainections in various sh^s and forms. The patterns that 
some conponents form may be conceived of as groups, i.e. , a set of individuals 
who talk to each other more than to others. Those individuals that connect groi5)s 
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have been called liaison agents if they do not belong mainly to the groips which 
they ccnnect. In case they belong to a group and still contact individuals in 
other groups, they have been labeled bridge agents. Furthernore, those people 
who as a result of the analysis of a ooimajnication network have no contact to 
others are called isolates. Lastly, there are those that cannot be classified 
into either scheiie who are, for convenience's sake, called others. R3search ef- 
forts in this area were made by Festinger (19^+9), Jaoobson and Seashore (1951), 
Weiss and Jaoobson (1955) and Weiss (1956). 

Integration . Ihe concept of integration is here viewed at the individual 
level, i.e., we are concerned with the degree to which individuals are integrated 
in their conwunication practices in a gpoxjp, Blau (1960) states that integration 
prevails in a groip if bonds of attraction unite its msnbers. Individual? inter- 
ested in beccmng integrated groL^j meirbers find tJiemselves under pressure to im- 
press the other members such that those realize that they would make attractive 
associates. An individual is considered to be integrated in a gioup if the other 
menbers find him sufficiently attractive to associate with him freely and accept 
this individual in their midst as a co-equal. 

Scheidlinger CI352), Schutz (1960) and Bales (1950) provide differing schemes 
and classifications describing the various phases of the integration process. A 
detailed review of the concept of integration is offered by Seibel (1972). 

Oohesiveness. Research in the area of cchesiveness overlaps to a consider- 
able degree with research concerned with integration. Groxjp cohesiveness was 
first discussed by Festinger, Schachter and Back (1950). The term is used to 
demonstrate that within groups homsgeneous attitudes and behaviors exist. In con- 
trast to this situation, between gcoxjps show markably differences in attitudes 
and behaviors. 
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There exist many definitions for oohesiveness , nost of which eiiphasize the 
notion of interpersonal attraction that individuals ha^ toward a group or that 
group meirbers have toward each otlier. 

Job satisfaction . Job satisfaction has been viewed from chree differing 
causal perspectives. Ihe first one — dating back to the human relations noveinent — 
sinply states and enphasizes the causal direction that the enployee's s^itis faction 
directly influences the quality and quantity of individual and groxjp output. Thi6 
theoretical position h::^ L«ren enphasized in the work by Vroom (1964) and Likert 
(1967). 

Ihe second tl-ieoretical positions with regard to job satisfaction points out 
that satisfaction and performance are mediated by a number of moderating vari- 
ables; i.e., satisfaction and performance* does not covary under all conditions 
(Curnnings S Schwab, 1970). Sorm of these moderating variables have been studied 
in the past. Korroan (1968, 1970) examined personality factors such as self- 
esteem and (^Ison (1969) studied the moderating effects of ability factors. 

The last theoretical approach is best described in the work by Porter and 
Lewler (1968) enphasizing that satisfaction is not to be understood as a causal 
condition deterinining performance, but that satisfaction is dependent i^n per- 
formance. Variance in performanoe, 'hen, is understood as a determinant of re- 
wards and thus leading toward higiher or lower satisfaction. 

In this stucty, issues related to job satisfaction are viewed as functions of 
the relationships between vhat the eirployee wants from his job and what he per- 
ceives it as offering or entailing. In this context, job satisfaction is concep- 
tually understood as the result of interaction between the individual enployee 
and his environment. This study views job satisfaction to a large degree in the 
theoretical framework of Porter and Lawler (1968) as described above. 
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Msthcxi 

All individuals in the department under stucfy cxjnpleted a questionnaire re- 
sulting in an N of 963. One part of the questionnaire provided information vdth 
regard to the subject's comrunication contact practices thus reflecting his coiir- 
nunioaticai relationships to others in the department. lUPunicatiGn contact data 
were collected for three network topics: production, maintenance and innovation. 
All d^a discussed in this study refer only to -die production network for which 
three orxdinal frequency levels were chosen: nore than once a day, once a day, 
aice or twice a week. The other part of the questionnaire measures a variety of 
individual perceptions and attitudes. 

1. Network analytic ineasures . The relational data of the 963 subjects were 
analyzed as they are reflected in the existing production communication network. 
CoiMrunicatLon networks have recently enjoyed considginable attention amsng a groi^ 
of researdiers at Michigan State University. In the past, an important drai^ack 
constituted the storage of sociometric information in the form of sociomatrices , 
i.e. , as the network becomes large in size, meaningful and manageable analysis 
becones increasingly difficult. Even the use of con^juters in storing sociometric 
data in matrix form is inefficient and prohibitively expensive as the networ^c be- 
oones large. An algorithm was developed by Richards (1971) that overcame this 
problem. In tiie neantime, this ^proach has been conputerlzed in a complex pro- 
gram that allows for the efficient and inejqjensive analysis of social systems of 
tp to 5,000 individuals. 

Communication networks are generated when analyzing the communication rela- 
ticffiships anong menbers of an or^^mizatLon along a predetermined dimension. Ihe 
recognition of various patterns in existing relationships among network menbers 
allows individuals to be classified into various roles: group and bridge menbers, 
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liaisons, isolates, etc. Once a communication network has been categorized, the 
structural properties of particular network patterns become of theoretical impor- 
tance and can be describe: and nieasured witii various gr^h-theor^tic and inform- 
tion-theoiBtic approaches. Some of these ^pear in the form of indices such as 
connectivity, integr^tiveness, dominance, nexLbility, stability and others. Each 
individual's oomnunication relationship can be measured with regarvi to frequency, 
duration, inportance as well as directionality and reciprocity. 

Ihis last discussion indicates that the state of a given communication struc- 
ture existing in an organization can be rather accurately neasured and described. 

Typically in network analysis as well as in this study seven network roles 
are distinguished: 

a. Isolate - completely isolated from the rest of -che network i 

b. Attached isolate - those individuals who have only a single link 
to a network participant; ^ ^i^^ 

r^ad - a pair of individuals with links only to each other; 

Jree node - an individual who himself is not a participant but 
has isolates attached to him; 

e. Group member - an indi^ddual who h<.s mare than some criterion 
perc:entage of his links with othe- menbers of the sajre groi^; 

f. Liaison - an individual who has more than some criterion per^ 
oentage of his links with group members, but less than some 
cnterion percentage with menberc of any single groip; 

g. Type other - an individual who fails to neet the above criteria 
and IS a iion-isolate. 

In this st^y, the variable network role was created throu^ an additively 
oonputed index from these seven network roles. This index was constructed such 
that its mean value would center around the score chosen for group nenbers as a 
network rDle. In addition, the nunber of links with which an individual is con- 
nected to other network participants is treated as an independent variable (num- 
ber of links) in this study. 
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2. Measure of integration . Individual integration is defined as the degjpee 
to vMdi tiie individuals — to which a person is linked— are linked to each otJier. 
It oan readily be seen that groiq) meirbers are nore likely to have hi^ integra- 
tiveness scores than other network participants. Ihe basic unit for the inte- 
gration score is the relationship or link that an individual has witii another 
person. 

3. Measure of cohesiveness . Cohesiveness is measured by the question "How 
well do the people in your section get along together (degree of getting along on 
a 5-point scale)?" It is felt that this question is conparable to previous opera- 
tionalizations of cohesiveness enphasizing intermeniber hannany, mutual support as 
well as interpersonal attr'action. 

U. Job satisfaction . Job satisfaction is an additively oonputed ind^ of 
nine questions directed toward the degree (on a 4-point scale) to vAiich the indi- 
vidual can: 

a. show his skills, 

b. do first-rat<v work, 

c. learn new things, 

d. make his own decision, 

e. beooine a better person, 

f . do something that is good for other people , 

g. feel worthvdiile, significant as a perscr., 

h. get ahead, get promoted within the firm, 

i. enjoys getting to know other people. 

Statistical T^atnt yit 

Means as welx as standard deviations and zero-order correlations were coi»- 
puted for all vairables. Linear as well as quadrf tic components were correlated 
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for network role, number of links with which an individual is cx>nnected to others, 
integration score, involvement desire and desire for information. Fbr a discus- 
sion describing this methodology, see Cohen (1968), Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973), 
and Gorsuch (1973). In the final analysis, least square, st^ise regression has 
been used providing a nieans of choosing independent variables offering the best 
possible prediction with the fewest independent variables. This particular re- 
gression analysis has the advantage of providing the researcher with a near-opti- 
. mm solution at a specified tolerance level (in this study .05). The r-square 
statistic reflects the proportion of t3ie variance in the dependent variable ac- 
counted for by l3ie generated regression equation. 

Results 

Tables 1 and 2 indicate the mean value?, stanaard deviations and the inter- 
correlations among all variables, respectively. With the limited space available, 
the intercorrelations for basic variables are discussed in connection with Tables 
3 through 6. 

Table 3 presents the results of the regression analysis of the variable 
Network role as a dependent variable. When the independent variables are regress- 
ed on the variable Network role an of .38 results (p<.C5 for all beta coeffi- 
cients). Integration (L) correlates with Network role .57. The beta weights of 
the variables Job iirportance (as conpared to one'r? life). Involvement desire (L), 
Perceived uncertainty. Degree of own decision making and Desire for infonnation 
(L) are -.11, -.09, .12, .07, and .09, respectively. 

The variance e:^lained for the dependent variable Integration amounts to .36 
as indicated in Table 4. The independent variable Network role (L) shows a corre- 
laticn with Integration of .57 and a respective beta wei^t of .59 (p<.05). The 
beta coefficients (p<.05) for the independent variables Routineness of job, 
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Co-worker's perceived perception of enployee, Involvement desire (L), Job inpor- 
tance (as coirpared to one's life). Degree of cwn decision making and Individual's 
perceived worth are .08, .07, .05, .06, -.13, and .10, respectively. 

The dependent variable Cohesiveness and its statistical relationships are 
represented in Table 5. The explained vairance results in an of .27 (p<.05). 
The aero-order correlation of the independent variables Interperscaial help (with- 
in the department) with Cohesiveness is .»+6; tiie respective beta coefficient is 
.U2 (p<.05). The otiier independent variables that entered the regression equa- 
tion at the .05 level of significance are Involvement desire (L), Perceived in- 
formedness. Job ijnportance (as pa?ceived by one's friends), the quadratic conpo- 
nent of Desire for information. Interpersonal trust. Number of links (L) and 
Degree of cwn decision-making with respective beta coefficients of .08, .09, .12, 
-.02, -.08, -.08, -.08. 

Lastly, Table 6 presents the results of the zero-order and standardized re- 
gression correlations with the variable Satisfactiori as the dependent variable. 
COlunn 1 indicates no particularly hi^ zero-order correlations. The eleven 
variables that entered the least square, stepwise regression account for an ex- 
plained variance of .35 (p<.05). Ihe two hi^est beta wei^ts are -.22 and .20 
for Routineness of job and Job attraction, respectively. Ihe renaining inde- 
pendent variables are Si^rvisor's perceived perception of employee, the quad- 
ratic conponent of Network role. Perceived interpersonal help by others (in gjen- 
eral). Perceived uncertainty. Job importance (as conpared to one's life). Job 
luiportanoe (as perceived by one's friends). Perceived informedness of department, 
firm's perceived perception of eirployee and Job's conparison with other oonpaaies 
with the corresponding beta weights (all at the .05 level of sigtLficance) .08, 
.07, -.07, -.06, -.08, -.08, -.11, .17, and -.08. 
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Discussion 

Givert -die lai«ge number of variables that have been entered into the four 
regression equations, two questions may be asked: 1. How nuch variance has been 
explained, and 2. v^at is the order of inportanoe of these variables in fcarndng 
each respective regression equation? 

In the case of the dependent variable Network role (R^=.38) the single best 
predictor is the linear ccnponent of Integration with a beta wei^t of .57. This 
becomes rather obvious when realizing the aeroHDrder correlation for these two 
variables is .57. The high oorrelatdcn and regression wei^t mi^t be ejcplained 
by the author* s dioice of centering the mean value for the variable Networic role 
around that of group mentors, lypically, the nunber of grotp participants in a 
given network is rather hi^, at least hi^er than most other network roles. 
Since group members, obviously, have rather hi^ integration scores by definition, 
this e3q>lain the hi^ correlation with integration. 

liDoking at the best predictor in the regression equation for Integration 
(r2=.36) the linear oonponent of Network role stands out with a beta coefficient 
of .59. A similar explanation— only specifying the reverse situation in terms of 
prediction — as rendered above seems to be applicable here. 

The dependent variable Cohesiveness indicates a strong zero-order correla- 
tion (.46) with Interpersonal help (within the department). Ihe corresponding 
beta wei^t is the hi^est predictor of Cbhesiveness (r2=.27) with a value of 
.42. This relationship seems to be documented with previous research by Blau 
(1960a, 1960b). 

In the caso of Job satisfaction, there are a nunber of relatively hi^ pre- 
dictors, in part resulting in a total of .35. The beta wei^t of -.22 for 
Rjutineness of job seens to assert Maslow's (19U3) theory of self-actualization 



11 

that an individual derives satisfaction from job-related activities which allow 
him to use Yds sldlls and abilities. Ihe Routineness of job seerrti to measure the 
opposite of a utilization of skills and abilities, toom (1967) found the same 
to be trMB for Dlue-collar workers in a Canadian oil refiiieiy. The inportance of 
routine aspects of jobs has been noted by Qellerman (1963) drard.ng from the works 
of Ar^/ris, Komhauser, Likert and others. The predictor Job attraction with the 
simple correlation coefficient of .23 shows a beta weight of .20. 

Likert (1967) in his Systems Theory of tfeinaggnient holds that the subordinate's 
perception of supportive relatioiiship on the part of his superior is one determi- 
nant of a hi^ degree of job satisfaction. This position is weakly supported by 
the variable Supervisor's perceived perception of enployee with a beta wei^t of 
.08; the corresponding zero-order correlation, however, shews a coefficient of 
.22. To sonfi degree, additional support is provided by the oorrelaldLon coeffi- 
cients for the variable linn's perceived perception of enployee with a positive 
zero-order correlation of .26 and a beta coefficient of .17. 
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations of all variables 





Variable(s) 


5f 


SD 


I* 


M^<^ w>1a f T 




1.98 


I. 
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1 QO 


.62 


3* 


NuiDDep or xirucs \l/ 




2.01 






X* uu 


1.62 
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T_ Ll>ll _ _J L LPli^-^i \ JliWL t\ 1 

xnTegDarion vb/ 


IQ 


.31 




xntegXBtiCii vv^ / 


1 nn 

X* Uw 


26.82 


/ • 


vjones ivenes s 


1*70 


.76 


8. 


Involvement desire (L) 


1.29 


.57 


9. 


InvolvenBnt desire (Q) 


5.31 


27.86 


10. 


Desire for information (L) 


2.57 


.60 


11. 


Desire for infornatiai (Q) 


3.72 


17.6H 




JOD liii^Ox t cuICb VoS coii^/arvu 

to one's life) 


2.5it 


.67 


13. 


Job iii?»rtance (as perceived 
by one's friends) 


1.66 


.77 


m. 


Individual's perceived worth 
(as a huisan being) 


2.24 


.75 


15. 


Degree of own decision-roaJdng 


2.28 


.77 


lb* 


individual growth 


2.23 


.81 


17 
X/* 


meaningfulness 


2.26 


.78 


XO • 


of enployee 


3.90 


1.76 


19. 


oupervisor S peivjeivea 

perception of enployee 


U.31 


1.51 


20. 


Co-worker's perceived 
peroeptiOTi of employee 


11.59 


1.23 


21. 


Coninunication contact 
difficulties 


3.0U 


.80 


22. 


Interpersonal help (within 
the department 


1.67 


.75 



H. denotes linear 
denotes quadratic 
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Table 1. llesns and standaxxi deviations of all variables (continued) 





Variable(s) 


X 


SD 


23. 


Perceived interpersonal 
help by others (in general) 


2.31 


.7U 




Perceived uncertainty 


1.65 


.61 


25. 


Interpersonal trust 


1.82 


.83 


26. 


Perceived infomedness 
of departinent 


2.15 


.56 


27. 


Routineness of job 


2.27 


1.07 


28. 


Job*s oonparison with 
other c(»ipanies 


2.86 


1.65 


29. 


Job satisfaction 


23.50 


12. H2 


30. 


Job attraction 


2.67 


.98 
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Table 3. Zero-orx2er and stdndardized regression cf^^l£.£ion coefficients 
with Network role as depaident variable 



Variable (s) 



(1) 

Zero-order correlation 
with network role 



(2) 

Beta coefficients 
with lietwoiic role»*« 



5. Integration (L^) 

12. Job inpcartance (as 
ouii|>ared to ^e*s 
life) 

8. Involvement desire 

2H. Perceived moertainty 

I'j. Degree of own 

decision->naking 

10. Desire for infor- 
mation (L-*-) 



.57** 

-.13** 

-.01 
.12** 

.03 

.m** 



.57 

-.11 

-.09 
.12 

.07 

.09 



p < .05 



p < .001 
Ij^ denotes linear 



- .38 



Table Zero-order and standardized regression correlation coefficients 
with Integration as dependent variable 



(1) (2) 
Variable(s) Zero-order correlation Beta coefficients 

with integratior with integration* 



Network role (L""") .57** .59 

Routineness of job .08* .08 

Co-worker* s perceived per- 
ception of eirployee .06 .07 

Involvenent desire (L^) -.01 .05 

Job inoportance (as 
oonpared to one's 

life .00 .06 

Degree of own 

decision-making -.08* -.13 

Individual's perceived 
worth (as a human 

being) -.00 .10 



= .35 



ft 

p < .05 
Aft 

p < .001 



denotes linear 



Table 5. Zero-oi^ier and standardized regression correlation coefficients 
with Cchesiveness as dependent variable* 



(1) (2) 
Variable(s) Zero-order correlation Beta coefficients 

with GOihesiveness with oohesivendss* 



8. Involvement 

desire (L""-) .12** .08 

26. Perceived inform- 
edness of 

depardient .15** .09 

13. Job ijqportance (as 
perceived by one*s 

friends) -.03 .12 

11. Desire for^infor- 

nation (Q^) .03 -.02 

22. Interpersonal help 
(witidn the 

departnent) .46** .»*2 

25. Interpersonal trust -.15** -.08 

3. Nionber of links 

(L-^) -.12** -.08 

15. Degree of own 

decision-making -.15** -.08 



= .27 



Ik 

p < .05 

Aft 

p < .001 



1^ denotes linear 
2q denotes quadratic 



2'i 



Table 6. Zero-order and standardized regression correlation 
coefficients with Satisfaction as dependent variable 



Variable(s) 



(1) 

Zero-order correlation 
with satisfaction 



(2) 

Beta coefficients 
wi-tii satisfaction*^ 



27. Routiness of job .01 

19. Super\dsor*s perceived per- 
ception of employee .22*** 

2. Network role (Q^) .01 

23. Perceived interpersonal help 

by others (in geaieiaX) -.17*** 

2U. Perceived uncertainty -.n***** 

12. Job importance (as conpared 

to one's life) -.11*** 

13. Job inportance (as perceived 

by one*s friends -.11*** 

26. Perceived infomedness of 

department -.10*** 

18. Firm's perceived perception 

of enployee .26*** 

28. Job's ooRparison with other 

oonpanies -.09* 

30. Job attraction .23*** 



-.22 

.08 
.07 

-.07 
-.06 

-.08 

-.08 

-.11 

.1? 

-.08 
.20 



R"^ = .35 



P < .05 



ft* 



< .01 



p < .001 

denotes quadratic 
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